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DETAILED ACTION 


Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant’s arguments, see Applicant’s remark, filed on 11/21/2006, with respect 
to the rejection(s)of claim(s) 9-14, and 21-24 under 103(a) have been fully considered 
and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon 
further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Hoffert et al. (U.S. 
Patent No.: 6,590,572, hereinafter, “Hoffert”). Claims 1-3, 5-8, and 25 -27 are 
maintains. 

(I) Applicant’s first argument: 

In response to applicant’s remark on page 7, Applicant argues that Jaaskelainen 
fails to teach display driver to translate data as recited in claim 1. 

In response to applicant’s arguments, Examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
Applicant’s argument. It appears applicant is attacking individual merits of Singkornrat, 
Jung, and Jaaskelainen and concludes that there is no impetus to combine them. 
However, the 103 rejection is in consideration of Singkornrat in view of Jung and 
Jaaskelainen as a whole. One cannot show non-obviousness by attacking references 
individually. In re Keller . 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA1981). The test for obviousness is not 
whether features of one reference may be bodily incorporated into the other to produce 
claimed subject matter but simply what the combination of references makes obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in pertinent art. In re Bozek , (CCPA) 163 USPQ 545. The question 
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in a rejection for obviousness on a combination of references is what secondary 
reference would teach one skilled in the art and not whether its structure could be bodily 
substituted in basic reference structure. In re Richman . 165 USPQ 509 (CCPA 1970). 
In this regard, the intent of Jaaskelainen’s teaching is not to combine its structural 
features into of Singkornrat and Jung, but rather to use the teaching of Jaaskelainen to 
combine with teaching of Singkornrat and Jung to meet the claimed invention. 
Furthermore, Jaaskelainen teaches the display driver to translate data (see figure 3, in 
this case the display driver is read on display adapter 70, col.7, In. 15-26). 

(II) Applicant’s second argument: 

In response to applicant’s remark on pages 8-9, Applicant argues that the 
Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S. C 
103, Jaaskelainen is non-analagous art, and there is no motivation to combine 
Jaaskelainen with Singkornrat, and Jung as recited in claim 1. 

In response to applicant’s arguments as stated above, the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees with the Applicant’s argument. A prima facie case of obviousness is 
established when the teaching of the prior art would appear to have suggested the 
claimed subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rinehart . 189 USPQ 
143 (CCPA 1976). In this case, Singkornrat teach a computer system include a CPU to 
communicate with the remote receiver in wireless environment. Jung teaches a 
computer system with include a wireless transceiver for communication with the 
wireless headset in wireless environment. Jaaskelainen teach a computer system to 
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display the image on the display. Since these references teach the computer system to 
process the data, they are indeed in the same field of endeavor or analogous arts. 
Therefore, there is an existing a strong prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C 
103, and proper to combine Singkornrat, Jung, and Jaaskelainen. 

In response to applicant's argument that Jaaskelainen is nonanalogous art, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant’s endeavor or, 
if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant 
was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this 
case, Singkornrat teach a computer system include a CPU to communicate with the 
remote receiver in wireless environment. Jung teaches a computer system with include 
a wireless transceiver for communication with the wireless headset in wireless 
environment. Jaaskelainen teach a computer system to display the image on the 
display. Since these references teach the computer system to process the data, they 
are indeed in the same field of endeavor or analogous arts. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
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Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the motivation to 
do so found in order to convert the signal to RGB video in order to display on the 
display. 

(Ill) Applicant’s Third argument: 

In response to applicant’s remark on pages 12-13, Applicant argues that 
Jaaskelainen fails to teach display driver to translate data as recited in claim 25. 

In response to applicant’s arguments, the Examiner respectfully disagrees with 
Applicant’s argument. It appears applicant is attacking individual merits of Riazi, Jung, 
and Jaaskelainen and concludes that there is no impetus to combine them. However, 
the 103 rejection is in consideration of Riazi in view of Jung and Jaaskelainen as a 
whole. One cannot show non-obviousness by attacking references individually. In re 
Keller . 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). The test for obviousness is not whether features 
of one reference may be bodily incorporated into the other to produce claimed subject 
matter but simply what the combination of references makes obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in pertinent art. In re Bozek . (CCPA) 163 USPQ 545. The question in a rejection 
for obviousness on a combination of references is what secondary reference would 
teach one skilled in the art and not whether its structure could be bodily substituted in 
basic reference structure. In re Richman . 165 USPQ 509 (CCPA 1970). In this regard, 
the intent of Jaaskelainen’s teaching is not to combine its structural features into of 
Riazi and Jung, but rather to use the teaching of Jaaskelainen to combine with teaching 
of Riazi and Jung to meet the claimed invention. Furthermore, Jaaskelainen teaches 
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the display driver to translate data (see figure 3, in this case the display driver is read on 
display adapter 70, col.7, In.15-26). 

(IV) Applicant’s fourth argument: 

In response to applicant’s remark on pages 8-9, Applicant argues that Examiner 
has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S. C 103, 
Jaaskelainen is non-analagous art, and there is no motivation to combine Jaaskelainen 
with Riazi, and Jung. 

In response to applicant’s arguments as stated above, Examiner respectfully 
disagrees with the applicant’s argument. A prima facie case of obviousness is 
established when the teaching of the prior art would appear to have suggested the 
claimed subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rinehart . 189 USPQ 
143 (CCPA 1976). In this case, Riazi teach a wireless computer system. Jung teaches 
a computer system with include a wireless transceiver for communication with the 
wireless headset in wireless environment. Jaaskelainen teach a computer system to 
display the image on the display.. Since these references teach the computer system to 
process the data, they are indeed in the same field of endeavor or analogous arts. 
Therefore, there is an existing a strong prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C 
103, and proper to combine Riazi, Jung, and Jaaskelainen. 

In response to applicant's argument that Jaaskelainen is nonanalogous art, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant’s endeavor or, 
if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant 
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was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this 
case, Riazi teach a wireless computer system. Jung teaches a computer system with 
include a wireless transceiver for communication with the wireless headset in wireless 
environment. Jaaskelainen teach a computer system to display the image on the 
display. Since these references teach the computer system to process the data, they 
are indeed in the same field of endeavor or analogous arts. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the motivation to 
do so found in order to convert the signal to RGB video in order to display on the 
display. 

For the reasons above, the 103 rejections of claims 1-3, 5-8, and 25-27 as set 
forth in the last Office Action stand. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, and 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sinqkornrat et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6.128.484. hereinafter. 
“Sinqkornrat”) in view of Jung (U.S. Patent No.: 6.041.225) and further in view of 
Jaaskelainen. Jr. (U.S. Patent No.: 5.963.191). 

Regarding claim 1 . Singkornrat teaches a computer system (see figure 1), 
comprising: 

a computer wireless transceiver (see figure 1, transceiver 14, col.1, ln.46-50) 
performing wireless communications and capable of being connected to and relaying 
the wireless communications to and from a computer main unit (see figure 1, computer 
12, transceiver 14, transceiver 16, col.2, ln.5-11); 

a monitor wireless transceiver (see figure 1, transceiver 16, col.1, ln.46-50) 
performing wireless communications; 

a computer display device (i.e., TV monitor) connected to the monitor wireless 
transceiver and receiving communication signals from the monitor wireless transceiver 
(see figure 1, TV monitor 24, transceiver 16, col.2, In.51-67, col.3, In.1-14); and 
wherein the monitor wireless transceiver and the computer display device 
comprise a wireless computer monitor that is capable of receiving data from and 
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transmitting data to the computer main unit in a wireless manner through the monitor 
wireless transceiver and the computer wireless transceiver (see figure 1, col.2, In.51-67, 
col.3, In.1-14). 

It should be noticed that Singkornrat fails to teach a display driver coupled 
between said computer display device and the monitor wireless transceiver. However, 
Jung teaches such features (see figure 1, CRT 35, monitor 30, transceiver 31, display 
driver is included OSD circuit 33, video pre-amplifier 34-1, video output amplifier 34-2, 
col.2, In.52-67, col.3, ln.1-40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Jung into view of 
Singkornrat in order to convert the signal to RGB video in order to display on the 
monitor. 

Singkornrat and Jung, in combination, fails to teach a display driver is configured 
to translate data. However, Jaaskelainen, Jr. teaches such features (see figure 3, 
display adapter 70, monitor 14, col.7, In.15-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Jaaskelainen, Jr. into view of 
Singkornrat and Jung in order to convert the signal to RGB video in order to display on 
the display. 

Regarding claim 2, Singkornrat further teaches a computer system wherein the 
computer wireless transceiver and the monitor wireless transceiver are configured to 
employ radio frequency (RF) communications (see col.2, In.8). 
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Regarding claim 3, Singkornrat further teaches a computer system wherein the 
. computer wireless transceiver and the monitor wireless transceiver are configured to 
employ infrared (IR) communications (see col.2, In.8). 

Regarding claim 7, Singkornrat further teaches a computer system wherein the 
wireless computer monitor further comprises: a keyboard port capable of connecting a 
keyboard to the wireless computer monitor; and a keyboard driver; wherein the 
keyboard port and the keyboard driver are connected to the monitor wireless transceiver 
and are capable of relaying data from the keyboard to the computer main unit in a 
wireless manner (see col.2, In. 12-19, it is inherently that the remote transceiver 16 
should be included keyboard port and keyboard driver). 

Regarding claim 8, Singkornrat further teaches a method and computer system 
wherein the wireless computer monitor further comprises: a pointing device port capable 
of connecting one or more pointing devices to the wireless computer monitor; and a 
pointing device driver; wherein the pointing device port and the pointing device driver 
are connected to the monitor wireless transceiver and are capable of relaying data from 
the one or more pointing devices to the computer main unit in a wireless manner (see 
col.2, In. 12-19, it is inherently that the remote transceiver 16 should be included pointing 
port and pointing driver). 
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4. Claims 9-11, and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sinqkornrat et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6.128,484, hereinafter, 
“Singkornrat”) in view of Hoffert et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6.590.572. hereinafter. 
“Hoffert”). 

Regarding claim 9 . Singkornrat teaches a computer system (see figure 1), 
comprising: 

a computer wireless transceiver (see figure 1, transceiver 14, col. 1, ln.46-50) 
couple to the computer main unit, for relaying wireless communications to and from the 
computer main unit (see figure 1, computer 12, transceiver 14, col.2, In.5-11); and 

a first wireless computer monitor comprising: 

a monitor wireless transceiver (see figure 1, transceiver 16, col.1, ln.46-50) 
performing wireless communications; 

a computer display device (i.e., TV monitor) connected to the monitor wireless 
transceiver, wherein the monitor wireless transceiver is configured to transmit a wireless 
communication to the computer wireless transceiver (see figure 1, TV monitor 24, 
transceiver 16, transceiver 14, CPU 12, col.2, In.51-67, col.3, In.1-14), and 

the monitor wireless transceiver is configured to communicate to the computer 
wireless transceiver (see figure 1, transceiver 16, transceiver 14). 

It should be noticed that Singkornrat fails to teach a computer main unit having a 
unique address associated therewith, and the communication includes data and unique 
address. However, Hoffert teaches a computer main unit having a unique address 
associated therewith, and the communication includes data and unique address (see 
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figure 1, figure 2, PC 10 has the same address with the monitor 20 in order to 
communicate each other, col.6, In.7-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Hoffert into view of 
Singkornrat in order to exchange the data between the CPU and the monitor. 

Regarding claim 10, Singkornrat further teaches a method and computer 
system wherein the computer wireless transceiver and the monitor wireless transceiver 
employ radio frequency (RF) communications (see col.2, In.8). 

Regarding claim 11, Singkornrat further teaches a method and computer 
system wherein the computer wireless transceiver and the monitor wireless transceiver 
employ infrared (IR) communications (see col.2, In.8). 

Regarding claim 21, Singkornrat further teaches a computer system comprising 
a second wireless computer monitor, said second wireless computer monitor for 
wireless communication, and including a monitor wireless transceiver performing 
wireless communications, and a computer display device connected to said monitor 
wireless transceiver, wherein said second wireless computer monitor is capable of 
receiving data from and transmitting data to said computer main unit in a wireless 
manner through said monitor wireless transceiver and said computer wireless 
transceiver, concurrently with said first wireless computer monitor (see figure 1, TV 
monitor 24, transceiver 16, transceiver 14, CPU 12, col.2, In.51-67, col.3, In. 1-14). 
Schindler further teaches a unique address for wireless communication (see figure 1, 
speaker 144, headset 143, col.3, In.14-26, it is obvious that computer 118 store all the 
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address associate with each device is connected to the computer 118, such as headset 
143, TV 122, each device will assign one unique address for communicating with 
computer 118 to avoid the conflict). 

Regarding claim 22, Singkornrat further teaches a method and computer 
system wherein the wireless computer monitor further comprises: a keyboard port 
capable of connecting a keyboard to the wireless computer monitor; and a keyboard 
driver; wherein the keyboard port and the keyboard driver are connected to the monitor 
wireless transceiver and are capable of relaying data from the keyboard to the computer 
main unit in a wireless manner (see col.2, In.12-19, it is inherently that the remote 
transceiver 16 should be included pointing port and pointing driver). 

Regarding claim 23, Singkornrat further teaches a method and computer 
system wherein the wireless computer monitor further comprises: a pointing device port 
capable of connecting one or more pointing devices to the wireless computer monitor; 
and a pointing device driver; wherein the pointing device port and the pointing device 
driver are connected to the monitor wireless transceiver and are capable of relaying 
data from the one or more pointing devices to the computer main unit in a wireless 
manner (see col.2, In.12-19, it is inherently that the remote transceiver 16 should be 
included pointing port and pointing driver). 
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5. Claims 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Riazi et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,748.005, hereinafter. “Riazi”) in view of Jung 
(U.S. Patent No.: 6.041,225) and further in view of Jaaskelainen, Jr. (U.S. Patent 
No.: 5.963.191). 

Regarding claim 25 , Riazi teaches a computer system, (see figure 1) 
comprising: 

a computer wireless transceiver (see base station 20) performing wireless 
communications and being connected to a computer main unit and for relaying said 
wireless communications to and from the computer main unit (see figure 1, CPU 30, 
col.3, In.55-67), and 

a first wireless computer monitor (see figure 1, antenna 34), including 

a) a monitor wireless transceiver performing wireless communications (see figure 
8, data radio modem 112), 

b) a computer display device connected to said monitor wireless transceiver and 
transmitting communication signals to and receiving communication signals from said 
monitor wireless transceiver (see figure 1, figure 8, display 14, data radio modem 112, 
antenna 34). 

It should be noticed that Riazi fails to teach data translation means, coupled 
between said computer display device and said monitor wireless transceiver. However, 
Jung teaches data translation means (read on display drive), coupled between said 
computer display device and said monitor wireless transceiver (see figure 1, computer 
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10, monitor 30, transceiver 31, display driver is included OSD circuit 33, video pre¬ 
amplifier 34-1, video output amplifier 34-2, col.2, In.52-67, col.3, In. 1-40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Jung into view of 
Singkornrat in order to convert the signal to RGB video in order to display on the 
monitor. 

Singkornrat and Jung, in combination, fails to teach a display driver is configured 
to translate data. However, Jaaskelainen, Jr. teaches such features (see figure 3, 
display adapter 70, monitor 14, col.7, In.15-26). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Jaaskelainen, Jr. into view of 
Singkornrat and Jung in order to convert the signal to RGB video in order to display on 
the monitor. 

Regarding claim 26, Jaaskelainen, Jr. further teaches a display driver (see 


figure 2, display driver 106). 
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6. Claims 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sinqkornratetal. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,128,484, hereinafter. “Singkornrat”) in view 
of Jung (U.S. Patent No.: 6,041,225) and further in view of Jaaskelainen, Jr. (U.S. 
Patent No.: 5,963,191) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Riazi et 
al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,748,005, hereinafter. “Riazi”). 

Regarding claim 5 . Singkornrat, Jung, and Jaaskelainen, Jr., in combination, 
fails to teach a computer system further comprises: an audio port capable of connecting 
one or more audio devices to the base station; and an audio driver; wherein the audio 
port and the audio driver are connected to the monitor wireless transceiver (i.e., base 
station) and are capable of relaying data between the computer main unit and the one 
or more audio devices in a wireless manner. However, Riazi teaches such features 
(see figure 1, base station 20, antenna 86, audio port 62, 64, col.3, ln.56-67, col.4, 

In.25-40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Riazi, into view of 
Singkornrat, Jung, and Jaaskelainen, Jr. in order to provide the audio to the user in 
wireless fashion. 

Regarding claim 6, Riazi further teaches a method and computer system 
wherein the audio port and the audio driver relay data to and from the one or more 
audio devices (see figure 1, figure 8, audio port 24, audio demodulator 110, speaker 52, 
MIC 54, col.4, In.25-40). 
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7. Claims 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sinqkornrat et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6.128.484. hereinafter. “Singkornrat”) in 
view of Hoffert et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,590,572, hereinafter. “Hoffert”) as applied 
to claim 9 above, and further in view of Riazi et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,748,005, 
hereinafter. “Riazi”). 

Regarding claim 12 . Singkornrat and Hoffert, in combination, fails to teach a 
computer system further comprises: an audio port capable of connecting one or more 
audio devices to the base station; and an audio driver; wherein the audio port and the 
audio driver are connected to the monitor wireless transceiver (i.e., base station) and 
are capable of relaying data between the computer main unit and the one or more audio 
devices in a wireless manner. However, Riazi teaches such features (see figure 1, 
base station 20, antenna 86, audio port 62, 64, col.3, In.56-67, col.4, In.25-40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Riazi, into view of 
Singkornrat and Hoffert in order to provide the audio to the user in wireless fashion. 

Regarding claim 13, Riazi further teaches a method and computer system 
wherein the audio port and the audio driver relay data to and from the one or more 
audio devices (see figure 1, figure 8, audio port 24, audio demodulator 110, speaker 52, 
MIC 54, col.4, In.25-40). 
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8. Claims 14 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sinqkornrat etal. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,128,484, hereinafter. “Sinqkornrat”) in 
view of Hoffert et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,590,572, hereinafter. “Hoffert”) as applied 
to claim 9 above, and further in view of Jung (U.S. Patent No.: 6.041.225). 

Regarding claims 14 and 24, Singkornrat and Hoffert, in combination, fails to 
teach a display driver coupled between said computer display device and said monitor 
wireless transceiver. However, Jung teaches such features (see figure 1, computer 10, 
monitor 30, transceiver 31, display driver is included OSD circuit 33, video pre-amplifier 
34-1, video output amplifier 34-2, col.2, In.52-67, col.3, In.1-40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Jung into view of 
Singkornrat in order to convert the signal to RGB video in order to display on the 
monitor. 

9. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Riazi etal. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,748,005, hereinafter. “Riazi”) in view of Jung (U.S. 
Patent No.: 6,041,225) and further in view of Jaaskelainen. Jr. (U.S. Patent No.: 
5,963,191) as applied to claim 25 above, and further in view of Schindler et al. 

(U.S. Patent No.: 5,867,223, hereinafter, “Schindler”). 

Regarding claim 27, Riazi, Jung, and Jaaskelainen, in combination, fails to 
teach a second wireless computer monitor, and wherein each of said first and second 
wireless computer monitors have a unique address for wireless communication, such 
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that each of said first and second wireless computer monitors is capable of receiving 
unique data from said computer wireless transceiver concurrently with the other of said 
first and second wireless computer monitors. However, Schindler teaches such 
features (see figure, 1A, IB, figure 17, transmitter 140, 141, monitors 122, 122’, col.7,- 
In.30-65, it is obvious that computer 118 store all the address associate with each 
monitor 122, 122’ is connected to the computer 118, monitors 122, 122’ will assign the 
same address for communicating with computer 118). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Schindler into view of Riazi, 
Jung, and Jaaskelainen in order to display the video data to both monitors at the same 
time. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Tuan A. Pham whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-8097. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 
8:30 AM-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Anderson can be reached on (571) 272-4177. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 


273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
you have question on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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